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, ■ n nnVA/ rprit pc a aene that comprises the sequence of amino acids set forth in SEQ ID NO: 

Continuation of 2. NOTE: cla.m 9 as amende because a nucleic acid sequence cannot comprise 
4. The claim as amended raises new grounds of rejection unaer nA ^nu y h 
an amino acid sequence. 

Continuation of 6. does NOT place .th. 'PPf™ 

rejected under 112, 1st paragraph for lack of guidance and 7 rk,n 9 f xa ,^ with observable phenotypes. See 

nematode. Applicants have argued that the instant ^^^^Q^^^^J^ the production of a transgenic 
page 10 of the amendment after final. The Examiner concedes hat the ^^ C ^^ used was P pl0 v-1.3, see page 48 of 
C. elegans comprising a nucleotide ^"'^ location of vu.va and defective 

the specification) that when expressed acts as a. dominant negat ve resulting map yp ^ transgene 

mating behavior. The claims however, are much broader than 8 *»PJ S ^^ coding sequences or other mutant Lov-1 

construct (for example P lov1.3). Other transgenic nen^^atodes that fina | that P lov1.1 when 

coding sequences are not enabled. For example Applies J^^^JSS behavior, rescues the mutant 
introduced into an sy552 mutant, having a phenotype of al tered loca Jon. ^™ a ^ de JJJ not dis 9 t ingu ishable from a wild-type 
phenotype. The Examiner argues that the rescued nematode has a ^^^^^^^J nematode . Next, Applicants 
nematode. As such it is not clear what differences .exist ^'^.^J^^^^ of transgenic nematodes have 
have pointed to Examples 1 and 2 of the specification ^^^^^^^^^ P s 8 eq U enoes were injected 

been presented. In response, the Examiner asserts that ,n the amplesd ^ ^ 0 ^ t n nenotype (previously discussed) and 
into sy552 mutant nematodes, ^^^S£^ A IZ^^S^^SXL either'have a wild-type phenotype or 
the other sequences did not produce a d.fferent phenotype As the resuitmg iran i nema todes. Furthermore, claims 31 and 

the same mutant phenotype it is not clear how they differ ^^^T^l^Sd^ mu ?ant lov-1 protein. However the recited 
32 are directed to transgenic nematodes that comprise a nucleic ^^^^^^^^^ claim 1 . It is unclear how 
nematodes actually comprise a wild-type lov-1 ^y^" ^^SS^toSSS when such is expressed in a 
a nucleotide sequence can be both wild-type and mutant, wherein a wnen sai d sequence is expressed in a 

transgenic nematode, particularly because claim 1 required that a norma \\ Phenotype ' " T£ , on of 3 transmits the 
transgenic nematode. Finally, it is not clear if the mutant the germline, then 

transgene through the germline to produce a line ^"^"^Sj, J* ^2 ^transgenk: nematodes must be produced for 
production of transgenic nematodes comprising plov-t 3 Ms ^ reproducib '^p^r^SS resulting from the unpredictability of 
further experimentation. The different transgenic nematodes could have differ e ^ Pnen°type s 9 tjon has not vided any 

transgenic expression. See pages 4-5 of the ^ee -dion . ma, fed ^J"^ ™ d ^ n po lycy 5c kidney disease using mutant C. 
working examples that demonstrate identification of gene and W^™™ "^3^ sequence isolated by the claimed methods 
eleg.nl The specification has failed to "f^.^^'.^^SS Office aS n mS on 7/31/01. Claims 9-1 1 are rejection 
(claims 74-77 and 82-84) and polycystic kidney d ara - ued that the term iS n0t indefin,to 35 
under 112, 2nd paragraph as it is maintained that the term gene . ' ^ def n ' te n ^ PP ; C ,, gs the moter region 0 f the same. Applicants 
the instant specification has taught the the Examiner asserts that figure 2b 

have pointed to figure 2b and figures 3-4 as well as page 37 for m s "PP° rt exons. The Examiner asserts 
has disclosed only 3 actualy exons while providing , gene al 7j°7^ na a J e ° ^^^^"g; 37 ?ea^hes that a 2.8KB upstream sequence 
that figures 3-4 do not teach th< [I^JJ"" ^ TJZlA^SSffS^ or only a fragment. Claims 1, 5, 9-11, 
can direct expression of a reporter gene however it is not c ea it sucn is ™ T » £ d th t th sequen ce of Wilson et al is 
and 15-17 are rejected under 102(b) as being anticipated by Wilson et al. ^Pj™. ,D NO- 3 Applicants have also argued 
not the same as Wq ID NO: 3, P^icu^Y because ^ In response^ 

that the Wilson sequence lacks some of the coding ^^J^J\ I Tt^ i f i t nti t clear if coding sequences are actually missing 
Examiner maintains that the sequence of Wilson ant ' c, P ate V th ^^ a XS bv the instant specificatfen; only putative or predicted 
from the Wilson sequence as the coding sequences have not been. J"^^^™ >P ^SSes share 1 00% local similarity there 



recited in claim 1. 
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